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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see pages 2-7, filed 5/26/2004, with respect to claims 1- 
20 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of claims 1-20 has 
been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

1. Claims 1, 2, 6-8, 10-11, 15-16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as 
being anticipated by Murakami et al. JP patent No. JP 2001231213a. 
Murakami discloses a liquid environment, and an electric motor configured to 
operate in the liquid environment, wherein the electric motor further comprises a stator 
(7), a rotor (8) supported for rotation within the stator (7), a preformed cylindrical 
composite can member removable affixed to one of the stator (7) and the rotor (8), and 
at least one sealing ring for sealing (33) the cylindrical can member to the member to 
which it is affixed. The composite can member is removable affixed by screws (16) and 
comprises a fiber-reinforced polymer material such as carbon. 

Referring to claims 8, no patentable weight has been given to the method of 
manufacturing limitations (i. e. dry lay-up resin transfer molding, wet and pre- 
impregnated, and filament winding techniques) since "even though product-by-process 
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claims are limited by and defined by the process, determination of patentability is based 
on the product itself. The patentability of a product does not depend on its method of 
production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious 
from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product 
was made by a different process." In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 
(Fed. Cir. 1985) 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

2. Claims 1-8 and 10-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over R.F. Harland U.S. Patent No. 2,993,449 in view of Murakami et al. JP 
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Patent No. JP 2001231213a and in further view of Kohihaas et al. U.S. Patent 
No. 6,454,547. 

Harland discloses a liquid environment, and an electric motor configured to 
operate in the liquid environment, wherein the electric motor further comprises a stator 
(12), a rotor (25) supported for rotation within the stator (12) but doesn't disclose 

• A preformed cylindrical composite can member removably affixed to one 
of the stator and rotor, and at least one sealing ring for the sealing the 
cylindrical can member to the member which it is affixed. 

• The composite can member has a surface facing a space between the 
rotor and the stator in which ridges are formed to control flow of liquid 
through the space 

However, as discloses above, Murakami discloses cylindrical composite can 
member removably affixed to one of the stator and rotor, and at least one sealing ring 
for the sealing the cylindrical can member to the member which it is affixed in order to 
improve can strength between a stator and a rotor. 

However, Kohihaas discloses a composite can member having a surface facing 
a space between the rotor (4) and the stator (3) in which ridges are formed to control 
flow of liquid through the space. The ridges extend at an angle to a plane perpendicular 
to the axis of the motor circumferentially around the surface of the composite can 
member facing the space between the rotor (4) and the stator (3). 

Referring to claims 8, no patentable weight has been given to the method of 
manufacturing limitations (i. e. dry lay-up resin transfer molding, wet and pre- 
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impregnated, and filament winding techniques) since "even though product-by-process 
claims are limited by and defined by the process, determination of patentability is based 
on the product itself. The patentability of a product does not depend on its method of 
production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious 
from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product 
was made by a different process." In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 
(Fed. Cir. 1985) 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one having skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modified Harland inventions and provide a composite can 
member between the stator and the rotor as disclosed by Murakami, and a surface 
facing a space between the rotor and the stator in which ridges are formed to control 
flow of liquid through the space as disclosed by Kohihaas since that would had been 
desirable to provide a delivery unit constructed in a particularly compact manner and 
cost-effective to produce, and to improve can strength between a stator and a rotor. 
3. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murakami 

et al. JP Patent No. JP 2001231213a in view of Kohihaas et al. U.S. Patent No. 

6,454,547 and in further view of Yamamoto JP Patent No. 03049544a. 

Murakami in view of Kohihaas discloses the claimed invention except for the 
rotor includes an outer composite can member formed by winding the material onto the 
surface of the rotor. As disclosed above, Kohihaas teach that the rotor and the stator 
are cast with resin (column 2, lines 12-20) but fail to disclose winding the material onto 
the surface of the rotor. However, Yamamoto discloses outer composite can member 
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formed by winding the material (6) onto the surface of the rotor (1 ) in order to improve 
quality against a centrifugal force. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Murakami's invention and made the rotor includes an 
outer composite can member formed by winding the material onto the surface of the 
rotor as disclosed by Yamamoto since that would had been desirable to improve quality 
against a centrifugal force. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yahveh Comas whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2020. The examiner can normally be reached on 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Darren Schuberg can be reached on 571-272-2044. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). karltamai / 



Conclusion 




